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Introduction 

1.   Introduction 

The White River and Douglas Creek Conservation Districts (Districts) 

ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ǿƘƻΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇŜrtise is to 

provide leadership in the wise use of the natural resources within the 

5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΦ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƛƴ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ 

άƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎέ ǘƘǳǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ-

to-government interactions with the federal agencies. The Districts 

within Rio Blanco County have developed this Land & Natural Resource 

Use Plan and Policy (Plan) to translate their statutory mandate (Colo. 

Rev. Stat. § 35-70-108) into land management policy and direction 

guided by lƻŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛǎΥ ά¢ƻ 

prepare a plan for the care, treatment, and operation of the lands 

ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΦέ /ƻƭƻΦ wŜǾΦ {ǘŀǘΦ Ϡ ор-70-108(1)(k). Additionally, 

Colorado conservation districts were created by the state legislature to 

provide for constructive methods of land use providing for the 

conservation and preservation of natural resources, including 

adequate underground water reserves, the control of wind and water 

erosion, and the reduction of damage resulting from floods. The 

purposes of the conservation districts are to "insure the health, 

prosperity, and welfare of the state of Colorado and its people . . ." 

Colo. Rev. Stat. § 35-70-102.  

By state statute, Colorado county governments, like Rio Blanco County, 
have authority (Colo. Rev. Stat. § 30-11-101(k)) to: 
 

/ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜΣ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ по ¦Φ{Φ/Φ ǎŜŎΦ мтмнΣ ǘƘŜ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ мфсфέΣ пн ¦Φ{Φ/Φ ǎŜŎΦ понм Ŝǘ 
seq., 40 U.S.C. sec. 3312, 16 U.S.C. sec. 530, 16 U.S.C. sec. 
1604, and 40 C.F.R. parts 1500 to 1508, with the United 
States secretary of the Interior and the United States 
secretary of Agriculture to develop land management plans 
that address hazardous fuel removal and other forest 

management practices, water development and 
conservation measures, watershed protection, the 
protection of air quality, public utilities protection, and 
private property protection on federal lands within such 
county's jurisdiction. 

 
Thus, based on these statutory authorities, the policies and powers of 

the Districts and Rio Blanco County encompass the obligation to 

protect the customs and culture of the local citizens, to provide for 

community stability, and to protect the natural environment and 

resources. The purpose of this land use plan is to be a guide to 

efficiently and effectively use the resources while protecting the 

environment. 

¢Ƙƛǎ tƭŀƴ ǿƛƭƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ όŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ άƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎέύ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜΣ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ 

utilization and conservation of natural resources on the federal and 

public lands όƘŜǊŜƛƴŀŦǘŜǊ άŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎύ and provide policies to other 

federal agencies regarding the wise use of all natural resources. These 

policies will support access to and wise use of natural resources on 

federal land; protect private property rights; protect and enhance the 

customs, cultures, and the economy; protect the tax base; assure the 

well-being of the people; and provide for the public health, safety, and 

welfare of the County citizens.  

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the National Forest 

Management Act (NFMA) and other federal statutes, this Plan will be 

applied to federal regulatory frameworks that govern the management 

of federal land in regard to the rangeland, soil, water, wildlife, air, 

energy, and other resources. For example, Federal law requires federal 

agencies to give meaningful consideration to policies asserted in plans 

developed by local governments, including counties and conservation 
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Introduction 

districts through a consistency review. See e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 

1506.6(b)(1), (3) (NEPA); 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-2(e) (FLPMA); 36 C.F.R. § 

219.4(b)(2)(i) ς (iv) (NFMA).  Adoption of this plan will also allow Rio 

Blanco County and the Districts to achieve Cooperating Agency status 

(40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.7(h), 1501.8 (NEPA); 36 C.F.R. § 219.4(a)(1)(iv) 

(NFMA); 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-1(b) (FLPMA)), coordinate with federal land 

management agencies 43 C.F.R. §§ 1610.3-1, 1610.3-1(a)(4) (FLPMA); 

16 U.S.C. § 1604(a) (NFMA), and will provide direction and policies for 

άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎέΦ пл /ΦCΦwΦ Ϡ мрлсΦсόōύόмύΣ όоύ όb9t!ύΤ по 

C.F.R. § 1610.3-2(e) (FLPMA); 36 C.F.R. § 219.4(b)(2)(i) ς (iv) (NFMA).  

Cooperating agencies assist the lead federal agency in development of 

all NEPA compliant documents.  40 C.F.R. § 1501.8(b) (NEPA). 

 

Figure 1. Stacking Hay in West Creek, 1949 
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Land Use Planning Process and Legal Framework ς Section 2.1  [ƻŎŀƭ ά[ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ tƭŀƴΣ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭǎέ 5ŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

2.   Land Use Planning Process and Legal 
Framework 

Locally elected governments and elected officials have far ranging and 

important responsibilities to their constituents, described by state 

ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜǎ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦέ ¢Ƙŀǘ 

responsibility includes specifically interacting with federal agencies 

(and state agencies acting pursuant to federal statute or receiving 

federal funding for a specific project) on all issues impacting the local 

community, county, or conservation district(s). To give the locally 

elected government the strongest voice it can have during this 

άƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ-to-ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ 

ŀŘƻǇǘ άƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎέ ƻǊ άǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎέ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

regarding the use and management of federal lands and the adoption 

of federal policies, programs, and other types of federal decision-

making. These local land use policies are not zoning and do not regulate 

the use of private lands. This plan is intended to protect the local 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

management of public resources. 

Federal agencies and departments are mandated by various federal 

statutes to engage local governments in federal decision-making 

processes related to federal plans, policies, and programs that will 

impact the local land use, management of natural resources, the 

citizens, and the local tax base. The adoption of a local land use or 

resource plan by a local government is a critical tool allowing a local 

government to have a substantive impact on federal decisions, plans, 

policies, and programs. In fact, federal agency consideration of a local 

ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǇƭŀƴΣ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǇƭŀƴΣ ƻǊ άƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ 

role in the success of a local government engaging as a cooperating 

agency or with consistency review under the NEPA, coordination under 

ǘƘŜ C[ta!Σ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ bCa!Σ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀǎǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ 

review process. 

2.1   [ƻŎŀƭ ά[ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ tƭŀƴΣ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭǎέ 
Defined 

²ƘŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ άƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǇƭŀƴǎΣέ ǘƘŜȅ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘ 

the general planning document that counties use to determine zoning, 

public services and facilities, transportation, and the like. But these 

Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

are based upon specific state authorization. By contrast, many rural 

counties and conservation districts have also officially adopted a 

separate land use plan, policy or control or natural resources 

management plan that contains policies relating to the surrounding 

federal land or state actions based on federal statutory authority or 

ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ 

position. These local plans also describe the local economic or tax base 

ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ άŎǳǎǘƻƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ όŀƴŘ 

state agencies operating under federal statutes or with federal funding 

for a particular project are required to consider.  

For those unfamiliar with local land use planning participation for 

federal decisions, the very idea may seem odd. Local governments do 

not have jurisdiction over the federal government, and local land use 

plans cannot require federal land managers to take specific actions. For 

example, a conservation district cannot dictate in its land use plan how 

many grazing animal unit months (AUMs) will be allocated for a given 

grazing allotment, or that wild horse populations shall be managed 

below appropriate management levels (AML) to provide more forage 

for livestock grazing. These decisions are within the authority of the 

ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎΩ ǎƻŎioeconomic well-being, 

health, safety, and culture can be strongly impacted by the 

management of the surrounding federal or public lands. Moreover, in 
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Land Use Planning Process and Legal Framework ς Section 2.2  Statutory Requirements for Local Government-to-Federal Interaction and Influence 

Colorado, the courts have clearly recognized that county governments 

are generally required by state law to use their authority to protect the 

economic, social, and general well-being of the people and resources 

that are within their jurisdictions, while soil and water conservation 

districts are required to provide for the ongoing stability and health of 

soil and water resources (Colo. Rev. Stat. § 35-7-102). The reason a 

local government would go through a process to develop a land use 

plan is to ensure the local socioeconomic wellbeing, the culture and 

customs of the constituents, and natural resource health are 

considered in decisions made pursuant to federal statute. 

2.2   Statutory Requirements for Local Government-
to-Federal Interaction and Influence 

2.2.1   The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

b9t! ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ άŜǾŜǊȅ ƳŀƧƻǊ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ significantly affecting the 
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ όпн ¦Φ{Φ/Φ Ϡ поонόнύό/ύύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘǎ 
have interpreted this to mean that every time the federal government 
makes a decision for almost any action that may have an 
environmental impact, NEPA compliance is required. Some courts have 
even required agencies to follow NEPA when the agency spends a small 
amount of money on a project or program when they are not the lead 
agency. See e.g., Citizens Alert Regarding the Environment v. United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, 259 F. Supp.2d 9, 20 (D.D.C. 
2003). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations 
ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ άƳŀƧƻǊ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦέ ¢ƘŜ CEQ regulations define a 
άaŀƧƻǊ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ !Ŏǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ άŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ Cederal 
ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ (40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(q)). However, those 
activities and decisions are limited to those decisions that are 
discretionary or in which the federal government has sufficient control 
and responsibility over the outcome of the project. See id. This means 
that those projects that the government has a minor role in are not 
typically included under NEPA. Further, minor actions that typically do 
not have a significant effect on the human environment (such as 

allowing certain range improvements on a grazing allotment) 
are categorically exempt from NEPA (40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(d)). 

There are several ways local governments can participate in the NEPA 

process, depending on the type of federal decision, the level of 

commitment of the local government, and the goal of the local 

government. 

First, the local government can use its local land use or resource plan 

ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿέ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ 

provision, if the federal agency, in the course of writing an EIS, receives 

a local land use or resource plan, NEPA commands the federal agency 

ǘƻ άŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ŀƴȅ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ 

State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally sanctioned). 

Where an inconsistency exists, the [environmental impact] statement 

should describe the extent to which the [federal] agency would 

ǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭŜ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ώƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘϐ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻǊ ƭŀǿΦέ 

(40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.16(a)(5)); 1506.1(d). 

NEPA also requires that copies of comments by State or local 

governments must accompany the EIS or EA throughout the review 

process (42 U.S.C. § 4332(C)(v)). 

Second, local governments can separately participate in the NEPA 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀǎ ŀ άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅέ όпл /ΦCΦwΦ Ϡ мрлмΦмлόŦύύΦ tǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ 

NEPA, an applicant for cooperating agency status must both (1) be a 

locally elected body such as a conservation district board of supervisors 

ƻǊ ŀ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΤ ŀƴŘ όнύ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦέ ! ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘy granted to a 

local governing body by state statute, agency mission or related 

program experience. (40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(ee))  Colorado statutes 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ǘƻ άǇƭŀƴΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

with the United States government or any of its agencies, the state of 
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Colorado or any of its political subdivisions, and private individuals or 

corporations, conservation districts, and others, watershed 

improvement, underground water storage and flood prevention 

projects, conservation and erosion control practices, and other 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜέ ό/ƻƭƻΦ wŜǾΦ {ǘŀǘΦ Ϡ ор-70-

102). Boards of county commissioners serve as both administrative and 

policy-making bodies for their counties. While, generally, boards have 

only those powers specifically conferred by the state General 

Assembly, courts have held that they have such implied powers as may 

be necessary to carry out their specified powers. Additionally, pursuant 

to Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 30-11-101(2) and 30-15-401(1), Rio Blanco County 

is charged with protecting the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǘŜǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 

ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ b9t!Φ 

2.2.2   Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 

FLPMA, which governs the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅέ 

with local land use plans. With regard to the requirements for 

άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέΣ C[ta! ǎǘŀǘŜǎ όпо ¦Φ{Φ/Φ Ϡ мтмнύΥ 

To the extent consistent with laws governing the administration 

of the public lands, coordinate the inventory, planning and 

management activities for such lands with the land use 

planning and management programs of other Federal 

departments and agencies of the State and local governments 

within which the lands are located . . . considering the policies 

of approved State and tribal land resource management 

programs. 

Such coordination is to be achieved by: 

 To the extent practical, the BLM must stay apprised of local land 

use plans (43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9)). 

o The BLM must assure that local land use plans germane 

to the development of BLM land use plans are given 

consideration. 

o To the extent practical, the BLM must assist in resolving 

inconsistencies between local and BLM land use plans. 

o The BLM must provide for the meaningful involvement 

of local governments in the development of BLM land 

use programs, regulations, and decisions. This includes 

early notification of proposed decisions that may 

impact non-federal lands.  

 Additionally, FLPMA requires BLM land use plans to be 

consistent with local land use plans, provided that achieving 

consistency does not result in a violation of federal law. FLPMA 

states: (43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9); 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-1). 

 Land use plans of the Secretary [of the Interior, BLM] under this 

section shall be consistent with State and local plans to the 

maximum extent he finds consistent with federal law and the 

purposes of this Act. Id. 

Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ C[ta! ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ōƻǘƘ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜncy 

ǊŜǾƛŜǿΦέ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ōƻǘƘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ 

meetings between the various local governments and BLM managers 

as well as inviting local BLM staff to local government meetings (Bureau 

ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ нлмнύΦ C[ta!Ωǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ requirement 

states that if a BLM land use plan is inconsistent with a local land use 

plan, the BLM owes an explanation of how achieving consistency would 

result in a violation of federal law.  
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Finally, FLPMA requires that the BLM also provide for a GovernoǊΩǎ 

consistency review as part of the land use planning process (43 C.F.R. 

§ 1610.3-2(e)).   

2.2.3   The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 

NFMA, which governs the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), requires the 

ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜΣέ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǘo seek 

cooperating agency ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿέΦ 

With regard to coordination, the NFMA requires: 

[T]he Secretary of Agriculture shall develop, maintain, and, 

as appropriate, revise land and resource management plans 

for units of the National Forest System, coordinated with the 

land and resource management planning processes of State 

and local governments and other Federal agencies (16 

U.S.C. § 1604(a); see also 36 C.F.R. § 219.4(b)(1)).  

¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦{C{ ƛǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

governments implies, by its plain meaning, that the USFS must engage 

ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎέ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

policies of local governments; it must attempt to achieve compatibility 

between USFS plans and local land use plans. 

The Forest Service is also required to engage local governments in the 

planning process and shall encourage States, counties and other local 

governments to seek cooperating agency status in the NEPA process 

for development, amendment or revision of a land use plan.  (36 C.F.R. 

§ 219.4(a)(1)(iv)). 

With regard to consistency review between the Forest Service land use 

plan and local government plans, the Forest Service regulations require 

the federal review shall include (i) the objectives of State and local 

governments as set forth in their plans and policies; (ii) the 

compatibility and interrelated impacts of these plans and policies; (iii) 

opportunities for the Forest Service plan to address such impacts and 

contribute to joint objectives; (iv) opportunities to resolve or reduce 

ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ 

or objectives.  (36 C.F.R. § 219.4(b)(2)(i) ς (iv)). 

2.2.4   DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ /ƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

State Governors are entitled to a separate consistency review of BLM 

land use plans, revisions, and amendments. Title 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-2 

provides an opportunity for the Governor to review all proposed plans 

to identify any inconsistencies with State or local plans. If the 

DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǎǳlt in changes to the plan, the public should 

be re-engaged in the process. 

2.3   County and District Expectations from Land Use 
Planning Process and Land Use Plan 

While the statutes and regulations outlined above spell out the legal 

requirements of the federal agencies in their duties in dealing with 

local governments, the Districts and County also recognize that part of 

this land use planning process is to develop a solid working relationship 

with the federal agencies administering federal laws in Rio Blanco 

CouƴǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣέ 

άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿέ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 

actions on behalf of both the federal agencies and the local 

governments. To that end, the Districts and County commit to the 

following actions: 

1. Within 30 days of the date of adoption of this plan and any 

significant updated thereto, the County and Districts will inform the 

federal agencies of the date, time, and location of their regularly 

scheduled meetings with an open invitation that federal agency 
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personnel should attend such meetings if there are issues to 

discuss. 

2. Within 30 days of the date of adoption of this plan, the Districts and 

County will transmit a copy of this local land use plan and any 

updates thereto to the state, regional, and local federal agency 

offices doing business within Rio Blanco County for their 

consideration as part of any consistency review that is required 

pursuant to federal statute. 

3. Within 30 days of the adoption of this plan, the Districts and County 

will contact the BLM and USFS offices to determine a protocol for 

informal communication that should occur so that each is apprised 

of issues and concerns as early as possible. 

4. In a timely manner, the Districts and County will review NEPA 

documents tƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ άŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ 

ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ aŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳǎ ƻŦ 

Understanding (MOU) or Memorandums of Agreement (MOA) as 

appropriate. The Districts and the County reserve the right to 

negotiate a MOU or MOA on a case-by-case basis, although a MOU 

or MOA is not appropriate nor necessary in all cases. 

5. The County and Districts strongly support and will work toward 

assisting all federal agencies in completion of environmental 

assessments within 1 year from the ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 

to prepare an environmental assessment to the publication of a 

Finding of No Significant Impact. 

6. The County and Districts strongly support and will work toward 

assisting all federal agencies in completion of environmental 

impact statements, including a signed record of decision (ROD), 

within 2 years from the date of issuance of the Notice of Intent. 

7. The County and Districts support streamlining of permitting 

processes, removing redundant tasks/or reports by federal 

agencies to ensure the permitting process is more efficient. 

The Districts support the multi-agency stakeholder group hosted by the 

County Commissioners to review and discuss ongoing issues on public 

lands and propose regular meetings on a schedule to be determined, 

but not less than quarterly. The County and Districts expect that the 

federal agencies will provide a record of compliance with the 

άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΦп ƻŦ 

this plan. 

2.4   The Need for Credible Data 

To the greatest extent possible, data should drive all land use planning 

decisions. The Administrative Procedures Act (APA) places an 

obligation on Federal Agencies to provide the public with sufficient 

information about the data and methodology used to support a 

Federal rulemaking to meaningfully comment. "To allow an agency to 

play hunt the peanut with technical information, hiding or disguising 

the information that it employs, is to condone a practice in which the 

agency treats what should be a genuine interchange as mere 

bureaucratic sport." Connecticut Light & Power Co. v. Nuclear 

Regulatory Comm 'n, 673 F.2d 525, 530 (D.C. Cir. 1982). Thus, "(i]n 

order to satisfy the requirement that the public be provided a 

meaningful opportunity to comment, an agency must 'identify and 

make available technical studies and data that it has employed' in 

developing a proposed rule." Air Transport Association of America, Inc. 

v. Department of Agriculture, 303 F. Supp.3d 28, 54 2 (D.D.C. 2018) 

(quoting Connecticut Light & Power Co. v. Nuclear Regulatory Comm 'n, 

6783 F. 2d 525, 530 (D.C. Cir. 1982)).  
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One of the ways to ensure that federal agencies can comply with the 

APA in insuring that the data and methodology used to make agency 

decisions meets this minimum standard is through compliance with 

the Federal Data Quality Act (FDQA). 

The FDQA directs the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to 

issue government-ǿƛŘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ 

guidance to Federal agencies for ensuring and maximizing the quality, 

objectivity, utility and integrity of information (including statistical 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴύ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎέ ό{ŜŎΦ ррнόŀύ tǳōΦ [ŀǿΦ 

106-554; HR 5658; 114 Stat. 2763 (2000)). 

The OMB guidelines apply to all federal agencies and require that 

information disseminated by the Federal government will meet basic 

informational quality standards 66 Fed. Reg. 49718, Sept. 28, 2001; see 

also 67 Fed. Reg. 8452, Feb. 22, 2002). 

¢Ƙƛǎ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Řŀǘŀ ǳǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

published by all Federal agencies meet four elements. These elements 

include (66 Fed. Reg. at 49718): 

(a)  quality 
(b) utility (i.e., referring to the usefulness of the data for 

its intended purpose) 
(c)  objectivity (i.e., the data must be accurate, reliable, 

and unbiased) 
(d)  integrity 

In addition to following the OMB guidelines, all federal agencies were 

also to issue data quality guidelines by October 1, 2002. 67 Fed. Reg. 

8452. 

In 2004, the OMB issued a memorandum requiring that, after June 15, 

2005, influential scientific information representing the views of the 

department or agency cannot be disseminated by the federal 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ άǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘέ ōȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ specialists 

(Office of Management and Budget 2004). This requirement does not 

specifically require outside peer review, but internal review.  

2.4.1   Policy Statements 

1. Require the inclusion of quantitative data that: 1) bases decisions 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƻƴ άǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ 

available, reproducible, peer-ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέΤ ŀƴŘ нύ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

publicly available any scientific data relied upon in a rulemaking, 

the analysis relied upon in a rulemaking, and the methodology used 

to gather and analyze data to support a proposed or final rule. 

2. Support the use of credible scientific data. Credible scientific data 
is defined as rigorously reviewed, scientifically valid chemical, 
physical and/or biological monitoring data, timely collected under 
an accepted sampling and analysis plan; including quality control 
and assurance procedures and available historical data. 

3. Require the BLM and USFS to only use data that meets the 
minimum criteria described in their respective handbooks (BLM H-
1283-1 Data Administration and Management (Public) (Bureau of 
Land Management 2006) and FS FSH 1909.12, Chapter 40, Land 
Management Planning Handbook ς Key Processes Supporting Land 
Management Planning (United States Forest Service 2013)), unless 
other criteria are agreed upon between the Districts, County, and 
agencies.  

4. Make all data, technical studies, underlying data sets, and other 
information publicly available to the greatest extent provided by 
law. 

5. Any decision based on scientific conclusions that are not supported 
by publicly available raw data, analysis, or methodology, have not 
been peer reviewed, or are not readily reproducible should include 
an explanation of why such science is the best available 
information. 
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3.   Geographic Areas  

For the sake of discussion, Rio Blanco County was divided into three 

geographic areas ς Douglas ς Piceance ς White River Dome ς Rangely, 

Meeker and surrounding area, and Up River. The BLM-managed land 

dominates ownership in the western area, which includes the Douglas, 

Piceance, White River Dome, and Rangely areas. Meeker and 

surrounding areas are dominated by private lands, with some BLM and 

local government ownership. Up River is dominated by USFS managed 

lands with some private land inholdings. 

Rio Blanco County is approximately 2,064,000 acres located in 

northwestern Colorado. The County is approximately 56 percent 

owned by the BLM, 24 percent privately owned, and 17 percent owned 

by the USFS. The incorporated areas of Rangely and Meeker consist of 

approximately 2 percent of the land base, and the State of Colorado 

owns less than 1 percent of the land in the County (Figure 3). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Tidewater Camp, Rangely Basin, 1931 

  

The first settlers at Rangely were Nate Studer and C.P.Hill in 

1882. Mr. Hill established a trading post and later a cattle 

operation. James W. Rector brought the first herd of 3,000 cattle 

into Douglas Creek in 1885 for the Douglas Creek Land and Cattle 

Company. Other cattle companies were in the area, and Mr. 

Rector managed three of these herds until about 1900. 

Submitted by Rio Blanco County citizen 
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Figure 3. Geographic areas of Rio Blanco County 
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4.   Land Management Policies 

4.1   County History, Custom, and Culture 

4.1.1   Background 

The terms custom and culture describe the character of the citizens of 

Rio Blanco County through history and current practices. 

Custom is a usage or practice of the people, which by long and 

unvarying habit, has become compulsory and has acquired the force of 

law with respect to the place or subject-matter to which it relates 

(Bouvier 1867). Culture is defined as the customary beliefs, social 

forms and material traits of a group; an integrated pattern of human 

behavior passed to succeeding generations (Webster's New Collegiate 

5ƛŎǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ мфтрύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŜŦŦŜŎǘǎέ ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǳƴŘŜǊ b9t! 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ 

economic (such as effects on employment) social ƻǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΦέ  

(40 C.F.R. § 1508(g)(1)) 

A September 9, 1776 journal entry from the Dominquez-Escalante 

expedition states they came down the canyon (now Douglas Creek) to 

a river they named Rio San Clemente (White River). Early accounts also 

mention the Ute Indians may have called it the White River. Trappers 

and mountain men were in what is now Rio Blanco County during the 

early part of the 19th century, and explorers traversed northwest 

/ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ муллΩǎΦ  

Modern settlement began in Colorado in the 1850s and then grew 

rapidly during the post-Civil War economic depression and the passing 

of the Homestead Act. However, even with the encouragement of the 

ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜ ƻŦ άŦǊŜŜ ƭŀƴŘέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ IƻƳŜǎǘŜŀŘ !ŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ 

that could be patented was not enough for a viable livestock operation. 

Thus, these homesteaders relied on the use of the public lands (USFS 

and BLM) to make their grazing operations viable. 

Nathan Meeker, an agricultural settler from eastern Colorado, was 

appointed the Indian agent at the White River Indian Agency in 1878. 

His attempt to convert the Meeker area Utes to an agricultural lifestyle 

proved deadly. The Meeker Massacre in 1879 was one of the last major 

uprisings in the west and killed Meeker and his staff. The Colorado Ute 

Removal Act was ratified in the spring of 1880 in retaliation for the 

numerous battles between the settlers and Utes ς forcing the Utes to 

leave northwest Colorado and resettle on a reservation in Utah. 

A trading post was established in Rangely in 1882. In 1883, larger 

numbers of settlers began to occupy the land, and the town of Meeker 

became established in 1885. Large cattle herds were moved into the 

area and multiple cattle companies, such as the Douglas Creek Land 

and Cattle Company, were established. Homesteading the area 

brought more cattle, sheep, and farming industries to the area. 

DƛƭǎƻƴƛǘŜ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ муллΩǎΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƘŀǳƭŜŘ ōȅ ƳǳƭŜ 

trains and wagons. In 1904 a narrow-gauge railroad was built from 

Mack, Colorado north over Baxter Pass, down Evacuation Creek and 

passing through the far southwest corner of Rio Blanco County into 

Utah. The railroad had a significant impact on the County by bringing 

Hunting and fishing have always been a part of the history of the 

County. The Ute Indians lived off the game before any settlers arrived. 

The numbers have fluctuated with changes in forage resources and bad 

winters, but most years the herds of deer and elk attract hunters from 

many states. 

  Submitted by a Rio Blanco County citizen 
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in supplies, carrying resources such as gilsonite, and providing 

transportation until it was abandoned in 1938. 

Rio Blanco County was formed from the northern portion of Garfield 

County when it was divided in 1889. There were enough citizens to 

consider a new county due to the gold rush in Colorado during the  

1870s and the subsequent mining boom. The name Rio Blanco is 

connected to the Spanish translation of the neighboring White River. 

Sheep ranching became well established by the 1920s, bringing more 

people to settle the area. Rangely grew in size due to an oil boom in 

the 1940s and became incorporated in 1946.  

Forestry and logging efforts were extensive in the County and began 

with the need for houses, barns, and railroads. Logging remained an 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǿƳƛƭƭǎ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфулΩǎ 

ŀƴŘ мффлΩǎΦ 

Today the agricultural lifestyle remains a strong component of the Rio 

Blanco County ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ way of life. Expansion in energy development 

including oil, natural gas, coal, and oil shale has been a driving force in 

the economy at times over the past century and has the possibility for 

growth in the future should policies change, and prices are sufficient. 

Important to residents is the connection and access to the abundant 

natural resources in the area and the ability to engage in recreation, 

including both motorized and non-motorized activities. Maintaining 

traditional historical land uses ς farming, livestock grazing, energy 

development, and recreation such as hunting and fishing, etc. ς which 

all contribute to the economic viability of the area, is crucial to 

sustaining the Rio Blanco community. The County residents are 

typically supportive of renewable energy options that are 

environmentally sound and economically feasible. 

The County and Districts goal is the development and implementation 

of long-term management strategies that resolve conflicts while 

maintaining healthy and sustainable rangelands, forests, energy 

resources, and economies. 

This Plan is to provide the Districts and County guidance as they 

function as Cooperating Agencies during the coordination process with 

the Federal Agencies. We request the federal agencies to 

Communicate, Collaborate, Cooperate, and Consult with the various 

ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΦ 

Policy Statements 

1. Support no net loss of private land and other private property.  

2. The management of rangelands and forestlands to maintain and 

enhance desired plant communities that benefit watersheds, 

wildlife, water quality, recreation, and sustainable livestock grazing 

is of utmost importance. 

3. Federal lands must be managed in a manner that recognizes the 

bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ energy, minerals, food, 

water, timber, and fiber. 

4. Require consultation and coordination with the District and County 

at the earliest possible time for all NEPA analyses. (40 C.F.R. § 

1501.9(b). This includes participation in the development and 

disclosure of reasonable and foreseeable alternatives, economic 

and human impact analysis, and mitigation requirements.  

5. It is critical for project planning and activities to be coordinated 
within the agency departments and with all impacted permittees 
to allow for opportunities to serve multiple resources with each 
project. (e.g.: when an oil and/or gas pipeline project is going in, 
installation of a water pipeline for domestic livestock and wildlife 
use should be planned. This minimizes disturbance in the allotment 
and allows the permittee to improve domestic grazing distribution, 
ƘŜƭǇǎ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΣ ŀƴŘ άǿƛƭŘέ horses where applicable.) 



 

2022 LAND & NATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND POLICY ς RIO BLANCO COUNTY

  P a g e | 13 

Land Management Policies ς Section 4.2  Air Quality 

6. Communication with permittees or lessee prior to completing a site 
visit to the allotment or lease is important and strongly 
encouraged. 

7. Domestic livestock grazing shall continue to be recognized as an 
important multiple use on BLM and USFS lands as documented in 
FLPMA, NFMA and the Taylor Grazing Act. The custom and culture 
of Rio Blanco County is based on continued access to BLM and USFS 
lands for livestock grazing, commensurate with and adjudicated to 
their private land base properties.  

8. Access to all resources on federal lands shall also be recognized as 
part of the custom and culture of Rio Blanco County. 

9. Encourage multiple use on current and future BLM special 
designation areas.  

4.2   Air Quality 

4.2.1   Background 

The State of Colorado has been monitoring visible air pollution 

statewide since the mid-1960s. Monitoring of gaseous pollutants 

(carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, oxides of nitrogen, and ozone) began 

in 1965 in Denver. 

Passage of the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 created National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as established by the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA). Standards were established for total 

suspended particulate matter (TSP), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone 

(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Colorado 

submitted its first State Implementation Plan (SIP) to the EPA in 1972. 

The Clean Air Act amendments (1977) required submission of revised 

{LtǎΤ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻΩǎ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴ мфтф ŀŦǘŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ōȅ 

the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission. Amendments in 1990 

adjusted due dates for attainment of NAAQS.  

The BLM funded Air Resource Specialists (Fort Collins, CO) to establish 
air quality (AQ) sites in the White River Basin to monitor air quality. 
Additional air monitoring stations were established in the Yampa River 
Basin and Uinta Basin (Utah) to assist with the understanding of 
regional air quality. Sites were also established in Meeker and Rangely. 
Both sites are Federal Reference Method (FRM) sites, which are part of 
the National Park Services Air Quality Division Gaseous Pollutant 
Monitoring Network and are audited annually by the Colorado Air 
Pollution Control Division. In 2019, the BLM removed the AQ station 
from the location at the Upper Colorado Plant Center in Meeker and 
reinstalled it at the Meteorological site in Piceance Basin in 2020.  
(Figure 4) 

The BLM references additional monitoring sites in the 2015 Oil and Gas 

Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) including CO data 

from the American Soda Plant monitoring and SO2 data from the 

Unocal monitor.  

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀΣ ǘƘŜ .[a ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άŀƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘ 

(substantially below the NAAQS for all pollutants except ozone), due to 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŦŜǿ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƛǊ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘŀƴǘ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΧDƻƻŘ ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊƛŎ 

dispersion conditions due to reliable winds and vertical mixing, as well 

as limited air pollutant transport into the area, result in relatively low 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƛǊ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό.ǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

2022). 
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4.2.2   Policy Statements 

1. Implementation of the Clean Air Act and any Amendments 
must be balanced with economically viable and sustainable 
communities. 

2. Support quantitative analysis of any reasonably foreseeable 
significant impacts to air quality for proposed projects. 

3. Support consultation and coordination with the County and/or 
Districts in the development of mitigation strategies to reduce 
air quality impacts, particularly where NAAQS are being 
exceeded. 

4. Support consultation and coordination with the County and/or 
Districts when federal agencies are developing permitting or 
leasing stipulations (including enforcement protocols and 
exceedance levels) for proposed activities that may impact air 
quality. 
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Figure 4. Air Quality Monitoring Stations  




















































































































































































